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AN UNKNOWN TREATISE BY THEODORUS GAZA
BESSARION STUDIES IV

$. GRAECUS CLASS. IV, 52 (collocatio 1366) of the Biblioteca Marciana

in Venice is a small paper fascicule (15, 6 X 21 cm) of 42 folia,

bound in a parchment cover on which a scholarly hand of the
sixteenth century, possibly that of Pietto Bembo, has written: “Epistulae
Bessarionis et Theodori”. On the inside of the cover another hand of the
same period has written in calligraphical script: “Bessationis epistula ad
Theodorum Gazam et eius responsiones et alia soluta”.

The whole manuscript is wtitten in one hand. It contains, on fol. 17—

3%, Bessarion’s letter to Theodorus Gaza, which has been published by
Mohler.!

Inc.: Byooaplwv KapSwdhis Ocoddpew €8 mpdrrew. Odk ébadpalov pévov 2Ad kal YxOpuny
Sru i) ddiov. Expl.: Sampafipefa sodye Suvard. "Eppwow.

Fol. 37 is blank. On fol. 4/—42* follows Theodorus’s reply.

Inc.: Kapdwdler Bpasaplawn Oesdwpos *Avrwviov €5 mpdrrew. *Exoplofy pou ) émorol) s
pépos kal 76 wepl Tav Iewpylov ro6 Tpamelodvros riis Kpimns els INdrwva Baodnpudv.
Expl.: éMa Xelépyrov ryuwpeiobas éxbpov dpnriis dmdoms kal dinfeias. Edriye.

This is in fa& a polemical treatise again§t Georgius Trapezuntius in the
form of a letter to Bessarion. While the first three folia present a tidy copy
of Bessarion’s letter, the rest of the manuscript, from fol. 4f onwards, shows
the chara&eristic features of a draft written down by the author himself.
The writing of the text conveys the impression of great speed and spon-
taneity; a great many corte&tions and additions have been inserted in the
margins by the same hand. It thus seems probable that our manuscript is a
holograph by Theodorus Gaza. It is somewhat difficult to confirm this

1) L. Mouver, Kardinal Bessarion als Theologe, Humanit und Staatsmann, vol. iII Aus Bessarions
Gelehrienkreis (Quellen und Forschungen aus dem Gebiete der Geschichte, herausgegeben von der
Gorresgesellschaft, vol. XXIV), Padetborn 1944, pp. 487-489.
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impression by comparing the fascicule with other Greek manuscripts
supposed to have been written by Theodorus,! for all these are in a formal
book-hand, which necessarily looks very different from the rapid scrawl
of Marcian. graec. IV, 52. It is, however, confirmed in a striking way, if we
compare the fascicule with some pages in the manuscript of the Biblioteca
Laurenziana in Florence, Plut. 55, 9. This codex contains, among other
writings, two different versions of Gaza’s work De voluntario et involuntario.
The one, on fol. 52v—58v is written in a hand of the late fifteenth century,
the other, on fol. 82r~88v, shows the chara&eristic handwriting of Joannes
Rhosus. This latter is an eatlier and shorter version of Gaza’s work, but
the margins are full of corre@ions and insertions, which we find embodied
in the definitive text on fol. 52v—58¥. These additions in the margins are in
the same hand as that of Marcianus graecus IV, 52 and they are written
in the same untidy way, giving the impression of great immediacy and
speed. They are charalterized as authot’s correftions both by their
appearance and their contents, and in fa& Bandini has already remarked
that they seemed to be in the hand of Gaza himself.2 Thus the combined
evidence of the two manusctipts, the one in Venice and the other in
Florence, adds up to the virtual certainty that in both cases we possess
autographs of Theodorus Gaza.

Cod. Marcianus graecus IV, 52 is not now catalogued among the
books of the Fondo antico, i.e. those which came to the library as a result
of Bessarion’s donation. It is known to have entered the Biblioteca
Matciana only in 1817, when it was transferred there, with some other
codices, from the Archivio di Stato. However, it certainly did originally
form part of the Cardinal’s library, though it is not mentioned in the A&
of Donation of 14683 and has neither Bessarion’s ex /bris nor his
chara&eristic shelfmarks. But it can be proved that the manusctipt was

1) E.g., Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Au&. T. 4. 16: Florence, Biblioteca Laurenziana, MS, 32, 1.

%) See A. M. BaNDINI, Catalogus Codicsum Graecorums Bibliothecas 1anrentianae, vol. I1, Florence 1770,
col. 271. — The manuscripts containing Theodotus Gaza, De voluntario et involuntario (or De fato) ate
discussed by L. MoHLER, “Theodorus Gazes, seine bisher ungedruckten Briefe und Schriften”, Bygant.
Zeitschr., 42 (1942), pp. §0~75, and in the note to his edition of Gaza’s work in Kardinal Bessarion, vol. II1,
pp. 236-238. Mohler noticed the unique charalter of MS. Laurent. 53, 9, fol. 82'-88¥, but failed to
recognize the reason for the peculiar appearance of these pages.

3) Published by H. Omon, in “Inventaite des manuscrits grecs et latins donnés A Saint-Marc de
Venise par le Cardinal Bessation en 1468”, Re, des Biblioth., Année 1V, no. §, Paris 1894, pp. 21~§1.
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among the books which arrived in Venice after his death in 1472, and that
it remained in the Biblioteca Marciana at least for the firét forty-six years of
the sixteenth century, for it appears in four eatly inventories of the “Libri
Nicaeni”, the first of which goes back to 1474, the latest to 1546.1 The
eatliest one, preserved in MS. Vaticanus reginensis lat. 2099, mentions
among the contents of “una capsa alba sighata M” the item “Theodori
contra calumniatorem in papiro”, the next one, MS. Vienna National-
bibliothek, lat. 9652, lists among the books in “cap51s ferratis signatis K
et L” the item “EplS‘tulae Bessarionis et Theodori in papyro”. This last
entry, corresponding, as it does, exaltly to the title on the cover of MS.
Marcian graec. IV, 52, confirms that we are dealing with the same manu-
script throughout, which at some time after 1546 had been alienated from
the library and, later $ill, got into the Archivio di Stato, and that our
fascicule is not just a copy of Theodorus’s work, different from that once
owned by Bessarion.

On the first three folia of the manuscript, Theodorus copled out the
letter from Bessarion, which had prompted him to write his treatise.? The
Cardinal’s letter, in turn, was evidently written in reply to one—so far
not identified—from Theodorus, in which he had excused himself from
coming to stay with Bessarion on account of 2 ctippling illness which made
all travel impossible. The Cardinal replies that he is much distressed by
this bad news and by the prospe& of having to miss his friend’s company
for a long time. Bessarion is writing from Viterbo, where he is taking the
waters, for he is himself ill with the stone. He had been looking forward
to being able to converse with Theodorus on philosophy, and thus to
profit, without making any great efforts himself, from his friend’s learned
labours. He complains that, being overwhelmed with public business, he
has no leisure for serious studies. There is, however, he adds, a more
particular reason for him to wish for Theodorus’s presence: In the pre-
ceding year, there had come into his hands Georgius Trapezuntius’s
Comparationes Arislotelis et Platonis, a slanderous attack on Plato written

1) I am preparing an edition of these inventories which will appear under the title The Librarj
of Cardinal Bessarion: the early inventories.

%) See MonvLER, Kardinal Bessarion, vol. I, pp. 487-489. Mohler omitted the MS, Marcian graec.
1V, 52 in his list of MSS. containing Bessarion’s letter.
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in three books. Bessarion proceeds to give a brief summary of the work:
In the first book, Aristotle is praised as the father of all science and learning,
while Plato is reviled as being ignorant of all scholarly disciplines; in the
second, Plato’s do&rines are denounced as being contrary to those of the
Church, while Aristotle’s are proclaimed to be in complete harmony with
Christianity; in the third, Plato’s moral chara&er is slandered and all the
worst crimes are imputed to him. Bessation expresses his deep concern
about the possible effe¢t which this malicious work, written as it is in
Latin, may have on scholars in the West, who have only scant knowledge
of Plato, and informs Theodorus that he has taken it upon himself to write
a reply, not, to be sure, in order to depreciate Aristotle’s metits, but to
defend Plato against Georgius’s scurtilous attacks, and to give a true
account of the teaching of both philosophers. Three books—cotrespond-
ing to those of the adversary—have already been completed. A fourth,
criticizing Georgius’s translation of Plato’s Laws, is till in preparation.!
Bessarion is most anxious to have Theodorus’s opinion on his apolygia for
Plato, especially on the second book, dealing with the respe&ive positions
of Plato and Aristotle with regard to the fundamental Christian do&trines,
i.e. divine unity and ttinity, the creation ex #ihilo, the immortality of the
soul, and free will. While he feels moderately confident about his treatment
of the more general questions in books I and III, the Cardinal does not
want to publish his work before his friend has seen book II and, unless
Theodorus expects to come in the near future, Bessarion proposes to send
him a copy, asking him to make all corre@ions, additions and deletions
which Gaza thinks advisable.

Finally, Bessarion urges his friend to keep for life all the books which
he had borrowed, but to send the manuscripts of his translations of
Aristotle’s zoological works. They will be returned to him after having
been copied. Bessarion is patticularly curious about Theodorus’s rendering
of the Greek biological nomenclature and he wishes to possess apographa

1) See MonLER, Kardinal Bessarion, vol. I (Quellen und Forschungen XX), Paderborn 1923, pp.
358 8qq., for the discussion of the history of Bessarion’s work In calumniatorem Platonis. What was book ITI -
at the time of this correspondence between Bessation and Gaza eventually became book IV, while the
book numbered ITI in the printed editions was written much later, in 1464~65, and inserted between the
original books II and III.
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of these translations mainly to compare them with the Greek originals
and thus to learn the Latin names of plants and animals.1

Mobhler has argued that Bessarion wrote this letter between 1456 and
1459.2 This margin can be natrowed down by the following considera-
tions: Georgius’s Comparationes appeated in 14553 It is unlikely that it
took a long time before the treatise came to Bessation’s notice, though he
may not have been immediately able to secute a working copy of it for
himself.# As the Cardinal informs Gaza that Georgius’s attack on Plato
had come into his hands in the previous year, this would point to 1456
or the beginning of 1457 as the date of the letter. It will probably have to
be put towards the end of this period, unless we are to assume that
Theodorus let a long time elapse before replying to Bessarion. The
terminus post quem for Gaza’s treatise is given by his tatement at the end of
the work, that he had left Naples after the death of the King with whom he
had been $taying and, fearing that war was about to break out, had retired
to the country, i.e. to his living of San Giovanni da Pira (Policastro).5 Thus
the treatise was composed after the death of Alfonso of Aragon, 27 June
1458. From another passage we see that some time must already have
passed after Ferrante’s accession to the throne, for Theodorus remarks on
some incidents which had happened since then, and on the shrewd

1) Significantly, Bessarion’s copy of Turopurastus, Hifforia plantarum and De causis plantarum,
MS. Marcian. graec. 274 (colloc. 625), is full of marginalia in Bessarion’s hand supplying the Latin equi-
valents for the Greek names of plants.

%) See MoHLER, Kardinal Bessarion, vol. III, pp. 487-88.

3) See MOHLER, Kardinal Bessarion, vol. 1, p. 358; R. KuiBansky, “Plato’s Parmenides in the Middle
Ages and the Renaissance”, M.A.R.S. 1, 2 (1943), p. 300.

4) Bessarion’s own copy of GeorGtus TRAPEzUNTIUS, Comparationes philosophorum Ariftotelis et
Platonis is now MS. Venice, Marcian. lat. class. VI, 76 (colloc. 2848). It is a codex evidently produced
in haste by a team of scribes (there are ten different hands to be distinguished) for the Cardinal, who
himself inserted the chapter headings in book I. This manuscript, too, belongs to those not now part
of the Fondo antico, but mentioned in the oldest inventoties. In that of MS. Vat, reg. lat. 2099 it
figures among the books “In una capsa signata M” as “Trapezuntii contra Platonem in papiro sine
tabula”. In MS. Vienna, Nationalbibl. lat. g652 it is named among the books “In capsis ferratis signatis
K & L”, viz.: “Contra Platonem in papiro”,

%) Fol. 407—417, see below, p. 193. After Pope Calixtus III had promulgated his Bull of 14 July
1458, proclaiming his hostility to Ferrante, there was general fear that war was about to break out; see
E. Nunziante, “T primi anni di Ferdinando d’Aragona e l'invasione di Giovanni d’'Angid”, Ardbiv. flor,
per Je prov. Napoletane, XVII, 1892, pp. 734-779; X VIIL, 1893, pp. 3-40, concerning the tense atmosphere
in Naples during the first months of Ferrante’s reign.
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chara&er of the new king.! There is nothing in the work to indicate clearly
whether it was written before or after the death of Calixtus IIT (6 August
1458), but it seems likely that it was composed at least before the ele&tion of
Pius II (19 August 1458), for it would seem unnatural for Theodorus not
to mention in his letter an event so important for the Cardinal and the
situation in Naples. We thus arrive at the conclusion that Theodorus
composed this treatise in the second half of 1458, probably at the end of
July or the beginning of August.

Instead of giving a brief and dire& reply to Bessarion’s request,
Theodorus drafts, in evident haste, a longish treatise which, though
destined ptimarily for the Cardinal himself, is meant to be read also by
other members of his circle.2 Theodorus is clearly impatient to make his
own conttibution to the controversy and to expose at once Georgius’s
intelleGual dishonesty and philosophical incompetence. In his eagerness
to refute the adversary’s ignorant misinterpretations of Aristotle and his
mischievous distortions of Platonic doé&rine, Theodorus is partly moved
by a genuine concern for the truth, partly by a desire for personal vendetta.
Only a few yeats before, Georgius had written the notorious inveétive
again§t Gaza, In perversionem problematum Aristotelis a quodam Cage editam et
problematicae Aristotelis philosophiae proteftio, dedicated to King Alfonso of
Naples.? In this he had venomously attacked Theodorus’s translation of
the Problemata and had also, without mentioning Bessarion’s name, cleatly
shown his resentment against the Cardinal, Theodorus’s prote&or. At that
time Gaza had complained to Bessarion, but had been advised not to pay
any attention to such attacks.? Nevertheless, as we shall see, Theodorus
had begun to compose a rejoinder to Georgius in Latin, though at the time
when he received Bessarion’s letter he had temporarily dropped the work,
owing to illness.5 There is some evidence that in the present treatise he
alually uses materials from this interrupted Latin reply to Georgius.®

1) Fol. 26*v, see below, p. 188.

%) See below, p. 194, TEXTS (1).

%) See A. GerckE, Theodorss Gages, Festschrift der Universitit Greifswald ausgegeben zum
Rektoratswechsel am 15. Mai 1903, Greifswald 1903, pp. 13-19; 24~31, with some extra&s. The whole
work has been edited in MosLER, Kardinal Bessarion, vol. 111, pp. 274-342.

%) Gaza’s letter has so far not been found. Bessarion’s reply is published in MoHLER, op. .,
wvol. III, pp. 485-487.

%) Fol. 217; 39T, see below, p. 192,

¢) See below, pp. 186-87.
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For Theodorus had now been presented with a new and wonderful oppot-
tunity to settle old scotes. By slandering Plato and trying to arouse
suspicion against Bessarion and his circle, Georgius now $tands revealed as
“a new Thersites” who cannot refrain from blaspheming against the wisest
and noblest of all Hellenes, and Theodorus’s personal feud thus becomes
merged with the common fight againsét the “enemy of all virtue and truth”.

The composition of Theodorus’s treatise is roughly as follows: After
a brief preamble, he immediately discusses Plato’s and Atistotle’s respective
positions with regard to the fundamental metaphysical problems, i.e. he
begins with the subje& matter of book II, both in Georgius’s Comparationes
and in Bessarion’s proposed reply. These disquisitions take up fol. 4v-16r;
on fol. 217—38t Theodorus deals, rather summarily, with the accusations
of ignorance and immorality levied by Georgius against Plato in books
I and III respe&ively of the Comparationes. Sandwiched between these
se&tions is a long excursus (fol. 16r~217), in which Theodorus replies to the
attacks made on himself in Georgius’s earlier inve&ive. In the last pages
(fol. 377—417) Theodorus returns to the questions contained in Bessarion’s
letter and ends on a personal note.

The whole treatise is interspersed with frequent polemical sallies,
which are relatively moderate and to the point in the first part, but become
more and more personal and vituperative in the second. In humanist
fashion, Theodorus indulges in a display of coatse language and obscene
imagery, when describing his adversary’s villainous charafter and be-
haviour. These passages contrast oddly with the rarified philosophical
speculations which they interrupt. The work seems to have been written
in a state of nervous excitement, intensified perhaps by Theodorus’s illness
and precarious situation; but these psychological explanations account only
in part for the fluCtuations in tone, which are in fat ingredients typical
for the étyle of this literary genre.

The dominating note of the first seftion is $truck straight at the
beginning:

To Cardinal Bessarion Theodorus, son of Antonius, with good wishes!
Your letter has been safely delivered to me. It tells me, among other things,
about the blasphemies uttered against Plato by Georgius, the Trapezuntian from

1) See below, p. 194.



180 MEDIAEVAL AND RENAISSANCE STUDIES

Crete. This made me laugh, though I do not easily laugh now, the continual
worry about my church and the frequent attacks of illness not leaving me any
occasion for laughter. All the same, when I read the nonsense written against
Plato by Georgius, my urge to laugh at him was greater even than my amazement
that this fellow—morally depraved and mentally feeble, uneducated and illiterate
as he is—could not keep from attacking the wisest and best of the Hellenes . . .
He is shameless and foolish enough to rush into the discussion of philosophical
arguments and opinions, when he does not understand anything at all of the
serious §tudy of philosophy. He praises the teachings of Aristotle, as thougn he
himself were an Aristotelian philosopher and did not in faét lack all understanding
of Aristotle’s language and subject matter, and he censures Plato’s do&rines which
he cannot understand any more than some rustic fresh from tilling the fields.!

In his refutation of Georgius’s wild assertions concerning the do&rines
of the two philosophers, Theodorus takes his $tarting point from the
interpretation of the Aristotelian position. He cleatly considers that his
special competence lies in the field of Peripatetic philosophy, whereas he
repeatedly emphasizes that Bessarion is the greater authority on Plato.?
But this does not mean that he admits any fundamental difference to exist
between Bessation’s philosophical point of view and his own. Indeed,
the value which this treatise has for us consists partly in helping us to
corret the opinion according to which Theodorus as an Aristotelian
philosophet was somehow apart from, if not actually opposed to, the rest
of Bessarion’s circle. But the speculative part of this letter is interesting
also for another teason: it throws light on the difficulties experienced by
Theodorus in reconciling his philosophical convitions with his faith, and
shows his efforts—which may reflet discussions among the members of
Bessarion’s circle—to find a rational justification for upholding the
Christian dogma.

From the fundamental problems enumerated in Bessarion’s letter
Gaza sele&@s two for a more detailed discussion, viz. the creatio ex nibilo
and the immortality of the soul, while he touches only in passing on the
remaining questions. He is concerned to show that these problems cannot
be treated in the shallow way in which they are put by Georgius, but that
their elucidation requires an analysis of the principal philosophical terms
employed. As to the origin of the cosmos, it is manifestly absurd for

-

1) See below, p. 194, TEXTS (2).
1) See below, p. 194, TEXTS (1) and (3).
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Georgius to maintain that Aristotle had taught that God had produced the
wotld from the absolutely non-existent, for it is known even to the merest
beginner that he expressly denied that the world had either a beginning
oran end. Plato’s account in the Timaens seemed, superficially understood,
to describe a2 coming-to-be of the universe in time. But Theodorus tries
to show that on this particular point the difference between the philo-
sophers is only an apparent one. He insists on the need to attend to the use
of terms in their special philosophical context, so that expressions denoting
an a-temporal, metaphysical relation are not understood as referring to a
physical process in time. Thus it becomes clear that, on the one hand,
Plato does not teach 2 beginning of the universe in time, nor a pre-existence
of matter in a temporal sense, while, on the other hand, Aristotle, like
Plato, makes the world of change and sense petception dependent on
changeless being. According to Theodorus, the principal difference
between the philosophers on this question is that Plato clearly and con-
sistently stresses the religious significance of the order of the universe,
whereas Aristotle is never explicit, but hides his meaning behind the
metaphor of the First Mover.!

Thus Theodorus, following Neoplatonic tradition, assumes a large
measure of agreement on the cosmological problem between the two
philosophers, and he asctibes to them a theory by which the questions
concerning the origin of the wotld are not so much answered as shown
to be meaningless. This solution evidently satisfies him intelleGtually, but
he is aware of its being unorthodox and he thetefore thinks it necessary
to insett a curiously ambiguous corollary: “As I love Christ beyond every-
thing, I am delighted with the account that says that the universe has a
beginning, and I also understand that the dogma concerning the soul,
in which I believe faithfully, would lose its foundation, if the cosmos had
no temporal beginning.’’?

As to the dogma of immortality, Theodorus gives a critical survey of
the various texts in which Aristotle deals with the soul and the intellet?
He analyses the many perplexities arising from the problematic relationship
between the soul as form of the body and the intellett “entering from

1) Fol. 4v-7".
%) Sce below, p. 194, TEXTS (4).
%) Fol. ym-117.
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outside”. He discusses the difficulties inherent in Aristotle’s concept of
the separate, impassible, a&tive intelle®, and in the do&rine that the
number of souls which can come into being is infinite. Theodorus hints
that the opinion of the Greek and Arabic commentators is hard to refute
who claim that the doltrine of the unity of the intelle¢t is implied in
Aristotle’s teaching, but he does not commit himself to it and $tresses that
Aristotle himself never $tated this theory. However this may be, Gaza
says, nothing in Ari§totle’s writing gives the smallest support to the belief
in personal immortality—judging from his extant works, he might have
had the same opinion on this question as Epicurus.! Gaza considers it
more likely that Aristotle omitted to raise this question of immortality only
because it had been sufficiently dealt with by his teacher.? But the very fa&t
that no consistent theory at all on the nature of the soul can be construéted
from his writings, leads Theodorus to accept as “more fitting and
welcome” Plato’s advice to believe the sacred sayings of the ancients which
tell us that our souls are immortal.3

'Theodorus goes on to enumerate the many other ways in which Plato
anticipated Christian teaching: He had intimations of the mystery of the
Trinity; he showed that the cosmos of ideas, the model of the visible
wortld, exists in God; he believed in divine providence and attributed
human excellence not, like Aristotle, to the natural temperament of the
body, but to divine dispensation. Finally, his moral teaching was more akin
to that of Christianity, as he taught that human aspirations should not be
limited to the striving for political virtue, but should reach beyond this
natutal and specifically human goal to the cathattic virtues by which men
can become united with God. It was therefore not surprising that the
Fathers of the Church, Greek as well as Latin ones, who had little regard
for Aristotle, treated Plato, as it were, as an honorary citizen.* On the
other hand, the followers of Celsus and Julianus had maintained that the
Christians had derived all their fundamental do&rines from Plato. Againt
this, Theodorus develops his conception of a philosophia perennis culminating
in Christianity.

1) See below, pp. 194-95, TEXTS (5).
%) Fol. 10v.

%) Fol. 117, cf. PraTO, Mero 81 2.
4) Fol. 11v-13".
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The followers of Celsus and Julianus maintain that the chief Christian
dottrines are nothing but misunderstood Platonism. I say “not misunderstood,
but perfe@ted Platonism”. The Craftsman who made nature had to use his handi-
work and to proceed according to nature, from the order which he had laid down,
as from first principles, to ever greater perfeCtion. All religious and moral
regulations and pronouncements lead up to those given to us by Christ as to their
end. Surely, it is useful to take this idea as the principle of theological speculation,
if we assume that it was decreed in the universal order of nature and by the mutual
dependence of all beings that the Son of God (whom Plato called the highest
of all Gods and the cause of all) should assume a2 human body and a human soul
and consort for 2 long time with men. True, those who in their discourse do not
$tart from natural principles, judge that one should simply believe tradition. But
not everyone finds it easy to accept this. And if this is not possible, then one is
permitted to assume that nature in some way is very much like its maker, and
that, owing to this likeness, Orpheus and Pythagoras and Socrates and Plato and
- Apollonius have, before Christ, proclaimed, if only in an imperfe&t and partial
manner, ideas similar to those of Christ. Christ, however, revealed truths which
could not be attained by the light of nature, to supplement those which had been
so attained, and he thus brought the wotk to perfettion and was rightly called
God, for he was God. Surely, rather than assume that the Craftsman did not make
any use of his handiwork, having made it so well, it is better to agree that, in this
sense too, the Intelle& is the image and likeness of God.

The followers of Celsus and Julianus, and anyone who may try to refute the
Christian religion, ought not to be inopportunely contentious and disputatious
from too much self-regard. For the Christians’ ceremonial and divine service and
sacrifice and, in general, all their religious rites, as well as their belief concerning
the soul, are conducive to good morals and generally a good conduct of life, more
than had been the beliefs and ordinances of earlier times. And it is a great help
towards the preservation of these traditions to be firmly convinced that He who
instituted this way of life and these laws was the Son of God, and to believe that
this God is the guardian of men, and to see his presence daily in the sacred bread
and libation, and to trust in a gentle and gracious saviour who will listen to prayer.
For we know that in times before Christ similar rules have broken down; their
strength did not last long, because they were not founded on the faith in divine
dispensation. Now the message is useful and marvellously beautiful, and the
belief that God has taken human form and has become the companion of men
helps to preserve this message. Therefore it is the duty of a true philosopher to
hand it on, or better $till, to seek, in a fitting and pious manner, for the causes
behind it. One has to take one’s starting point from the phenomena which can be
known by sense perception and, following up the inferences from these, proceed
to an understanding of the matter, and thus to convince oneself that at a certain
time He, who according to Plato is the cause of all things, acquired a human
mind and a mortal body, and that He came among men and consorted with them,
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because it was better that it should be so, and that this was He whom we call
Christ.

But if one cannot do that, one should at least never, under any circumstances,
argue againt these beliefs, nor draw the veil from anything. One must leave off
scrutinizing the truth of the matter, accept the dogma, and agree with those who
assume it to be true; for the conviion that God gave those laws and command-
ments is of help in the condué of life. There is no guile in using a fi&tion like
medicine, and nature seems to intend something of the kind . . . And in all
disciplines one should carry on the search for elucidation according to the subje&
matter and within the limits given by the subjeét matter; it is not possible to know
the truth. This is also the way to reason about right altion. And life is altion.!

The passage just quoted refle@ts in a curious way the tension in
Theodorus’s mind between his philosophical theories and his religion.
He has no difficulty in harmonizing Plato and Aristotle in the traditional
manner, i.e. he minimizes the differences between their philosophies and,
regarding Aristotle pre-eminently as teacher about the world of sense
petception, he accommodates Aristotelian science within a framework of
Platonic, ot rather, Neoplatonic, metaphysics. However, though Theo-
dotus restates with approval the piz philosophia by which Greek and Latin
Platonists of the time evaded the conflict between philosophy and faith,
he does not seem to be wholly satisfied with this compromise and finds it
necessary further to clarify his personal position.

It is evidently the belief in personal immortality which represents for
Theodorus the most fundamental of the religious tenets not capable of
rational demonstration. The preconception, widely held among men of
all times, of a survival of the soul after death, is to him a powerful argument
for accepting Christian dogma on this point. It is reinforced by the
consideration that the conviftion of such a survival and of a just retribution
for good and evil deeds committed in this life, is essential for the upholding
of private and public morality. In order to safeguard this central tenet,
Theodorus also accepts—against philosophical cosmology—the Christian
dogma of a beginning of time, and even the Incarnation, which cleatly is
the most difficult do&trine of all for him.

When Theodorus demands that the philosophet must convince himself

1) See below, p. 197, TEXTS (6).



AN UNKNOWN TREATISE BY THEODORUS GAZA 185

of the truth of this dogma and endeavour to reach understanding of it -
by rational methods, his attitude recalls the “credo ut intelligam” of
Augustine and Anselm, but the spirit in which he approaches his task is
very different from that of these earlier theologians. It is noteworthy that
he does not call for a conceptual analysis of the dogma, but a causal
explanation starting from empirical evidence. Awate of the insuperable
difficulties of this task, he therefore immediately proceeds to offer a
second-best solution: The philosophet should humbly renounce the search
for the unknowable and, before all, not attempt to undermine the beliefs
which form the basis of public morality. By thus taking refuge in a
pragmatic compromise, Theodorus transfers the problem of the philo-
sophet’s attitude to Christian dogma from the speculative sphere to that
of pra&ical ethics. The philosopher’s behaviour in respe&t to religion
must be dictated by his obligation to lead an aétive life in and for the
community, and it is in the nature of a&ion that it cannot wait for ultimate
certainties.

It becomes clear in the following passages that Theodorus’s argument
is not really aimed at critics of Christianity in the distant past, like Julianus
and Celsus, but at one only recently dead, whose influence was presumed
still to be very much alive: Gemistos Plethon.

Recalling himself to the polemical purpose of the treatise, Gaza
emphasizes that he does not praise Plato in order to detraét from Aristotle’s
gteatness, but is defending him in the same spirit in which he had, in times
past, defended Aristotle against Plethon’s excessively sharp criticisms.
And, though writing several years after Plethon’s death, Theodorus cannot
forego a rather cutting remark about the sage of Mistra: “To Plethon
happened the same thing as to so many other people: they eagerly seize
upon whatever notions occur to them and found se&ts. Then they dis-
pute among themselves and quartel continuously, so that they are never
free from empty contentiousness. They should agree in their opinions,
love each other like brothets, and spend their lives as children of God
and nature, not trusting too much to their own genius and effort, but,

1) See THEODORUS GAZA, Adversus Plethonem pro Arifiotele de subftantia, ed. Monver, in: Kardinal
Bessarion, vol. I, pp. 151-158, Concerning the polemics Started by Plethon’s In quibus Arifioteles differs
a Platone, sec MoHLER, Kardinal Bessarion, vol. 1, pp. 393-396; R. KLiBANSKY, “Plato’s Parmenides in the
Middle Ages and the Renaissance”, M. A.R.S. I, 2 (1943), pp. 289-304.
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whetre important matters are concerned, leave everything to God the
Father.”* It would seem that this quietist attitude is recommended as the
opposite to that “inopportune contentiousness and self-regarding disputa-
tiousness”, for which, in the passage quoted above, Theodorus blames the
followers of Celsus and Julianus and other critics of Chrigtianity. It is
probable that even there he had Plethon in mind and that he wants to
dissociate himself and his friends from Plethon’s heresy.

Having accomplished the mo$t important part of his programme,
Theodorus lets himself be temporarily defle¢ted from the defence of Plato
to that of his own cause. Quoting verbatim (i.e. in Latin) some sentences
from Georgius’s inveltive, he refutes at length two points made there
againét himself.2 One of these concerns Theodorus’s translation of the
tetm problema in his vetsion of the Pseudo-Aristotelian Problemata? the
other a thesis defended by Theodorus a long time before, in a disputation
held in Rome: “Finis cuius gratia rerum naturalium generatio fit, ipsa
inducenda in materiam forma est.” Against this, Georgius had written:
“Q ferteum hominem qui non potuit adhuc discere nihil aliud esse genera-
tionem quam indu&ionem formae in materiam. Unde si forma generationis
sit finis, sequitur idem sibi finem esse, quod ridiculosissimum invenitur.”’
It is noteworthy that a reference to this same passage occurs in what is
now book III of the In calumniatorem Platonis, i.e. in the part representing
the latest Stage in the composition of the work. Here Bessarion remarks
satcastically: “Formam esse finem vere ab adversario dicitur. Sed hoc
nuper . . . didicit corre@us 2 Theodoro nostro familiari, quippe agens
adversus Theodorum hoc argumento mandaverat suis litterulis: ‘Generatio
. .. nihil aliud est quam induétio formae in materiam. Unde. .. invenitur.’
Haec ita antea sentiebat et sctibebat. Nunc vero, postquam responsione
Theodori melius sentit, formam esse finem confitetur.”’® Bessarion’s words
imply that, at the time when he was engaged on this final settion of his

1) See below, pp. 196, TEXTS (7).

%) Fol. 16r-217; see above, p. 178,

%) Fol. 177; Theodorus is referting to GEORGIUS TRAPEZUNTIUS, Adversus Theodorurn Cagem in
perversionem Problematum Ariflotelis, ed. MonLER, Kardinal Bessarion, vol. I, p. 281, 21—283, 3.

4) Georcius TRAPEZUNTIUS, 0p. ¢if., DP. 279, 31—280, II.

8) Ibid., p. 280, 6-9. '

%) BessArION, In calumniatorem Platonis, book III, cap. 19, 11, ed. MoHLER, Kardinal Bessarion, vol.
II { Quellen und Forschungen XXIT), Paderborn 1927, p. 321, 24~30.
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work (1464-65), a rejoinder to Georgius’s attacks, presumably written in
Latin by Theodorus, had appeared.

This rejoinder, which has as yet not been found, had evidently not yet
been completed in 1458, when Theodorus addressed this Greek treatise
to the Cardinal; but it was already in preparation, for the excursus
dealing with Theodorus’s own defence breaks off with the following threat:
“But my own cause shall be dealt with elsewhere, and I think that then he
will learn from experience that, by dashing himself against my writings,
he has indeed hit his head against iron!”* Again, towards the end of the
treatise, Theodorus remarks that he had already written something in
Latin again§t Georgius and was going to add some more to this when his
health had improved.2 It is probable that both these passages refer to
the same “responsio’ mentioned by Bessarion in 1464—5 as having been
published. It may also be conjeGtured that the arguments used by Theo-
dorus in this excursus on fol. 16217, as well as much of the personal
vituperation scattered throughout the rest of his epistle, were to be
deployed also in the promised forceful rejoinder to the adversary, which
was to appear in Latin.

From Georgius’s remarks it would appear that there existed a certain

 tivalry between him and Theodorus from the time when they firt were

together in Rome under Nicholas V, and when Gaza criticized in a public
disputation Georgius’s definition of the aim of rhetoric.2 However,
Theodorus in his letter to Bessation disclaims that he had ever done
anything which could justify Georgius’s hogtility: “What have I done to
him that could have caused him to become my enemy? Nothing, in truth,
nothing!”* And he relates the well-known $tory of how he, Theodorus,
had, on Bessarion’s recommendation, been commissioned by the Pope,

Nicholas V, to translate again into Latin those Aristotelian works which
had been badly translated by Georgius, and how this had aroused the

adversary’s envious fury. In the vile outpourings of his inve&ive, Theo-
dorus says, Georgius showed the same uneducated lack of restraint and
baseness of charaéter which was also revealed in his life. The second pazt
of Theodorus’s treatise, dealing with Georgius’s scurrilous imputations

1 Fol. 21r,

1) See below, p. 192. .

%) GEORGIUS TRAPEZUNTIUS, Adversus Theodorum Cagem, op. cit., ed. cit., pp. 279~280.
9 Fol. 20™v.

13
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against Plato’s learning and morals, gives Theodorus many openings to
turn, as it were, the accusations back against Georgius and to tell scandalous
incidents from the opponent’s life, showing him up as a knave and
scoundrel.

Thus Georgius had reproached Plato with avarice and this gives
Theodotus the opportunity of telling a whole étring of anecdotes against
him: ‘ )

Geotgius was caught by Poggio $tealing money. Having then spent a long
time in prison, he was driven by the prefet out of the City. This is no secret:
it happened under Pope Nicolas V . . . Perhaps Plato, too, lent money against
interest, as this man did who denounces Plato? For, wicked and unjust as he is,
whenever Georgius could bless himself with two obols, he put them out against
high interest to the moneychangers of Naples. In the end he lost his capital on top
of everything else, rightly so, according to Plato’s Laws . . . Now recently
Georgius came before Ferrante, one of the justest kings now living, and demanded,
against all laws, that he should be given back the money which he had lost by his
usury; and he promised to render a service in return if his request were granted,
viz. that he would go as ambassador to the present secretive ruler of the Turks
and would instru& him, so that the Sultan would change his ways, honour the
Chrigtian religion, and become baptized according to the Christian Law. However,
Geotgius did not succeed in his unlawful claims, but the wickedness of his
behaviour by which he attempted to deceive and cozen the King—who is well
endowed with sense—like 2 mere child, only earned him the mockery which his
folly deserved.

Or did Plato perhaps commit an attack with fisticuffs, such as Georgius once
perpetrated in Rome, when he hit 2 man of good reputation on the head? As
everyone knows, he did not get out of this affair very pleasantly, for whilst he was
being whipped and tortured, he had only one excuse to make: he had been drunk
when he did it.!

The fir&t of these stories refers to the well-known occasion when
Poggio denounced Georgius for having appropriated 13 aurei from the
common stipend of the papal seriprores, which were due to Aurispa. This

incident led to the brawl in the chancellory resulting in Georgius’s arrest
and finally in his flight to Naples.2 Georgius has described his side of the

1) See below, p. 196, TBEXTS (8).

%) See E. WALsER, Poggius Florentinus, Leben und Werks, Beitrige zur Kulturgeschichte des Mittel-
alters und der Renaissance IV, Betlin 1914, pp. 268-272; 501504, for the account of Georgius’s quarrel
with Poggio and Aurispa. See also R. Cessi, “La contesa fra G. da Trebisonda, Bracciolini e Aurispa”,
Arch. flor. per la Sicilia orientale IX (1912), pp. 211 8qq. (teprinted in: R. CEss1, Saggi Romani, Rome 1956,
pp- 129-151); R. Kusansky, “Plato’s Parmenides”, p. 298.
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quarrel in his letter to his son Andreas,! according to which he was the
innocent vi&im of the vicious persecution by the ungrateful and envious
Poggio. The true rights and wrongs of this matter will never be known
now, but it is clear that Georgius was incarcerated only very briefly, that
he was never formally accused of theft, and never a&ually banished from
Rome, so that Theodorus’s account is certainly much exaggerated.

As to the $tory of Georgius’s having been guilty of usury, this evi-
dently refers to the unlucky speculations on which he had embarked many
years before when, after his flight to Naples, he and his sons had deposited,
with different bankers, all the money obtained from the sale of their
positions as papal seripfores. Immediately, “as if Fortune had only waited
for this”, all those firms where he and his sons had placed their money
“had deceived the trust which everybody had placed in them”, so that he
found himself and his large family in dire financial $traits.2 His unfortunate
situation subsequently led Georgius to ask Antonio Panormita to intercede
for him with King Alfonso,? “ut tandem ad optatum finem perveniamus”.
In a desperate and at the same time impudent letter he instrués his friend
to point out to the King that in his own interest he ought to support
Georgius, who had already dedicated to him a great number of translations,
for by thus linking his name with that of such an eminent scholar he would
acquire immortal fame. Moreover, Georgius suggests, the King is in

%) E. LEGRAND, Cent-dix lettres de Frangois Filelfe, Publ. de I’école des langues orientales vivantes,
e série, vol. XTI, Paris 1892, pp. 317-328.

%) See Francisci Barbari et aliorum ad ipswm epistulae, ed. Quirini, Brescia 1743, p. 302, Georgius
Trapezuntius to F. Barbaro, Naples, 28 September 1453: . . . Nam cum ex urbe Roma, venditis etiam
filiorum officiis, omnem pecuniam meam et filiorum huc traduxissem, ac filii mei, ut aliquid facerent,
suam quam venditis officiis confecerunt, cum mercatoribus hic XVII Maii coepissent commutare, quam
vero ipse nomine meo collegeram apud trapezitas commendata esset, quasi fortuna id expetasset, Statim
omnes ubi ego et mei pecuniam habebamus, opinionem de se fefellerunt, ut vix tantum mihi relium
sit quanto possim ad sex menses res necessarias tantae familiae comparare; nec spes ulla provisionis
regiac vel salarii viget. A mercatoribus tamen ipsis tenuis quedam antea dabatur et tarda, nunc fere
nulla”, Poggio had already in a letter of 12 February (1453) alluded to an unlucky speculation of
Georgius’s, see PocGius BraccroLnus, Epiffulae, ed. Th. de Tonellis, vol. ITI, Florence 1861, p. 49 ff.:
“. .« Ago tamen Deo gratias qui nummis a te per fraudem quaesitis atque in turpissimum quaestum
foenoris collocatis non sivit diutius fruil” (For the date, sce E. WALSER, Poggio Florentinus, Berlin 1914,
p- 271, 0. §).

%) See E. LEGRAND, 0p. ¢it., pp. 316-317, Georgius Trapezuntius to Antonius Panormita, without
date,
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honour bound to repay to him certain sums owed to him by some
Neapolitan merchants who had themselves become insolvent as a result
of fiscal intervention.! It is unlikely that Georgius’s request that the King
should indemnify him for these losses met with any success—assuming
that it aftually was transmitted by Antonio Panormita—and he may well
have renewed his efforts to have at least his capital restored to him, after
Ferrante had succeeded Alfonso on the throne.

In denouncing Georgius’s unfortunate business transa&ions as illegal,
Theodorus invokes Plato’s prohibition of lending againgt interest in the
Laws,® but the real point of the passage is the implied accusation that
Georgius had contravened the regulations of Canon Law againgt usuty,
which had been incorporated also in the secular law of most states. As the
distin®ions between the forbidden and the permissible in these matters
were very subtle and controversial,® and as we have no exa& information
concerning the form of Georgius’s transations, it is impossible to judge
them. But the frankness with which he speaks of his financial dealings

1) Ibid., pp. 316-317: “Demum facile provideri posse ut pecunia mihi mea regtituatur et sine damno
fisci, hoc modo persuadebitur (scil. the King): Ioannes Moner debet mihi principaliter ducat. de camera
MLXXV], in quibus et obligatur Baldassar Torella, quibus Maiestas sua debet multo maiorem pecuniam,
Quare potest Maiestas sua iure optimo propter gloriam suam, ex illa pecunia quam illis debet, solvere
mihi integraliter et quamprimum, quum quinque millia ducatorum que Ioannes Moner debuit habuisse
a rege in mensc august proxime preterito sint sequedtrata et arreftata in manibus thesaurarii. Beltramus
autem Crescellis debet mihi duc. de camera IIIm LX, i. e, 3060; cuius bona omnia, hoc est alberana,
ducatorum plus quam trecentorum millium sunt retenta a Maiestate regia, quum ipse Crescellis defecerit
et non dederit pannos M, ut tenebatur, per totum mensem julium. Si ergo fiscus crescit in plus quam
trecentis millibus propter defe&tum Crescellis, quum pecunia mea in hac ipsa connumerari videatur, potest
sua Maiestas misericorditer propter glotiam suam dare mihi pecuniam debitam mihi a Crescellis . . .”” 1
have been unable to trace the names of the Neapolitan merchants or bankers mentioned by Georgius in
any of the printed sources. They are not listed in: A, SiLvesTrr, “Sull’ attiviti bancaria napoletana
durante il periodo aragonese™, Boll. dell’ arch. stor. di Banco di Napoli VI (1933) pp. 87-120. Any documents
concerning Alfonso’s fiscal operations which might have survived will certainly have perished in the
destru&tion by the Germans of the Neapolitan Archivio di Stato in September 1943.

) Praro, Laws V, 742¢.

%) Concerning the canonical prohibition of usury and the ways in whlch it was evaded, see A.
Dumss, “Intérét et Usure”, Difjonnaire de Droit Canonique, V, col. 1475~1518, esp. 1513 (on deposits)
and 1506 (on commercial loans); T. P. McLAuGHLIN, “The Teaching of the Canonists on Usury”,
Mediaeval Studies 1 (1939), 81~147; I1 (1940), 1-22; R. DE ROOVER, L’Erolution de la lettre de change, XIV e~
XUVIII# sitcles (Bcole pratique des hautes études—Vle section: Affaires et gens d’affaires, 1V), pp. 1-64;
R. pe Roovew, in: The Cambridge Economic Hiftory of Exrope, vol. III, Cambridge 1963, pp. 42105, ch, i,
The Organization of Trade.
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both to Barbaro and in his message to Alfonso makes it unlikely that
he had aftually contravened any law.

Theodorus’s further allegation that Georgius had offered, in return
for his money, to a& as envoy to Mohamed 1I, and to convert him to
Christianity, sounds so fantastic that one is tempted to dismiss it as a
malicious invention. However, the §tory may well have some foundation
in fa&t: Only a few years earlier, in 1453, Georgius had dedicated to the
Sultan his treatise On the truth of Christian Religion,! the aim of which was
to overcome the strongest Muslim objetions to Christianity and to prepate
the way to Mohamed’s conversion.2 At the time of the fall of Constanti-
nople, then, Georgius certainly had, like many other Greek and even some
Western scholars, harboured the illusion that the Sultan might consider
changing his religion. Further, the idea of approaching the Turkish
ruler, for some purpose or another, cleatly remained attra&tive to Georgius
throughout his life, for even in 1465, as an old man, he undertook to
explore, on behalf of Pope Paul II, the regions occupied by the Turks.3
His ambiguous condu& on this mission and his lettets to the Sultan have
become nototious; he had to face a charge of high treason on the return
from his journey and was imprisoned for six months in the Castel Sant’
Angelo. Taking into account Georgius’s chara&er, with its §trange mixture
of visionary enthusiasm, megalomania, and business enterprise,? it is not
at all impossible that even in 1458 he was trying to interest Ferrante in
some fantastic projeft involving the Sultan, which would have given him
an opportunity of undertaking a journey in the East.

We have no evidence from any other soutce for Theodorus’s third
allegation, viz. that Georgius had once been arrested and punished for
having committed a drunken assault on a respeftable citizen. The $tory
may explain Perotti’s statement that Georgius had been in prison three

1) Iept Tijs dnbelas Tiis 7édv Xpioravav Iliorews, ed. I. 0. Zdpa, I'edpyros 6
Tpamelovrrios kal ai mpos éENmvoTovpkuciy ouvewdnow mpoonrdfeiar adrod, Athens 1954.

) See I'. ©. Z&pa op. ¢it., Introd. pp. 57 sqq.

3) See A. Mercary, “Le due lettere di Giorgio da Trebisonda a Maometto II”, Orient. Christian.
Period., IX, 1943, pp. 65-99.

%) Georgius certainly believed himself to be endowed with exceptional insight into the workings
of providence, and he thought that the rulers of this world ought to avail themselves of this. For his
trepeated attempts to reveal to Pope Nicolaus V the knowledge he had derived from his readings of the
‘Papalifta’, see R. Cess1, “La contesa”, etc., in Saggi Romani, pp. 148-150.
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times within fifteen years: “primo iracundia, secundo libido, tertio pet-
duellionis ctimen eum in vincula compulerunt.”” While perduellio certainly
refers to Georgius’s attempts to “collaborate” with Mohamed II, /bido
may point to his greed in appropriating Aurispa’s thirteen awres, and
iracundia to the otherwise undocumented assault mentioned by Theodorus.

Theodorus’s inve&ive which towards the end becomes progtessively
coatset culminates in the announcement that, much eatlier, he had already
drawn up a pamphlet in Latin in reply to Georgius’s ignorant and
slanderous attacks on himself and his writings. In this work, which
Theodotus proposes to take up again once he has recovered from his
illness, he had bestowed on his adversary an abusive name “more fitting
for his chara&er”, viz. “Gemerdius”.2 As a Greek equivalent for this he
proposes to use “‘Chezergius”, and for the remainder of this treatise he
denotes his enemy almost exclusively by this new name? However,
indicating that enough time had been spent in belabouring his villainous
and contemptible opponent, Theodotus concludes by returning to Bes-
sarion’s letter and by replying to some of the questions contained in it.

He wishes luck to Bessation in his enterprise of “driving the scurrilous
slanderer from the market place, even as Odysseus once did with Thersites”
and he shrewdly points out that Bessarion’s apology for Plato should have
important results beyond its putely polemical aim: “You will put down
many of your speculations and thus compose a book useful to many people.
For I think that this is the main thing for you to aim at, and that in this
book against Geotgius the incidental results will be more important than
the object originally aimed at.” '

He urges Bessarion not to delay the publication of his work any longer
and ends with a2 warm expression of devotion to his old friend:

1) See Nicoraus Perorrus, Refutatio deliramentorum Georgii Trapezsmtii, ed. MoHLER in: Kardinal
Bessarion, vol. I, p. 356; cf, G, MERCATI, Per la cronologia della vita e degli scritti di Niccold Perotti, Studi
¢ Testi 44, Rome 1925, p. 65. Concerning Bessarion’s copy of Perotti’s inve&ive, see below, p. 199.

%) See below, p. 197, TEXTS (9). .

%) Theodorus seems to have adopted “Gemerdius” and its Greek equivalent permanently for
Georgius. He used “Chezergius™ in his correspondence with Filelfo, as can be deduced from Filelfo’s
reference to this appellation in his letter to Theodorus, written Milan, 9 December 1469; see LEGRAND,
op. ¢it., pp. 152 sqq.

' 4) See below, p. 197, TEXTS (10).
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You must bring out your book quickly, and should on no account put
publication off for the reasons you mention. For you possess the art of discourse
to 2 high degree, and are at the same time a good ctitic. You should not make any
excuses either about the length of the book, for if 2 work deals with many
questions, it is not too long if it contains many arguments, and, in any case, the
charm of your étyle will make it easy for the reader to keep up his attention,
however long the book may be. There is no need at all to hold back until you
have shown the work to somebody else. Trust your powers and your judgment:
and publish! And send me a copy, so that I may partake in your thoughts and
arguments and enjoy them! If only I could partake, not from afar, but being near
you and with you! But for the time being my illness keeps me away and makes me
doubly sore, because it deprives me of your company. I wish it were possible for
me to travel and come to you, but I am forced to §tay where I am and make the
best of necessity. May you live to a long and full old age and be always happy!
In my philosophical studies I shall always address myself to you and think with
you as long as I live, for §trengthened by your words, as by a viaticum, I shall travel
the way destined for me. May you sometimes have leisure to occupy yourself
with philosophy and to satisfy your friends in philosophy, when they have a
question to ask of you! But only as long as this is not to the disadvantage of
public affairs, for it is right that men like you should be drawn away from philo-
sophical §tudies to exert themselves for the public good, because only thus can the
vulgar be prevented from taking up public office. However, try to do justice
to both sides and to make philosophy ambidextrous, viz. use it both in attion and
in contemplation. For he who is good at keeping till, will also be good at being
aftive.

As to the translation of Aristotle’s zoological wotks, I had completed the
translation before the king, with whom I was staying, departed this life.! However,
it has not been edited yet, for the wat being about to break out in these parts
forced me to go back to this place where I am now. I have left the manuscripts
behind in Naples, and they lie there unbound, having been neither correéted nor
copied. They must certainly not be sent to you in this state. It would be most
difficult for me to take up this work now and to finish it, for neither my hand nor
my eyes are fit enough, and I have for the present no copyist either. That is how
itis. AssoonasIcan,will try and carry out your wishes. But if I do not succeed,
forgive me! 1 give you my warmest thanks for allowing me to keep the books
which I have here, and according to your wishes I will not send you the works
of Origen . . . My letter is incomplete in some respe&, because you have not
mentioned to me any of the arguments used by Chezergius to prove his opinion
ot to disprove that of others. You should have done this, so that I would have
had the possibility to argue against him. However, what you have written will

1) Thus Gaza’s translations of ARISTOTELES, De partibus animalium and De gencrations animalism
were completed at Naples, before 27 June 1458.
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be enough to establish the truth. What I have written was not meant to be
added to your arguments, but to punish Chezergius, the enemy of all virtue and
truth. May you be happy*

1) Fol. 40V, see below, pp. 197-198, TEXTS (11).

TEXTS
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page 180, n. 1: [f. 4]  Kapdwdder Bnooapiuwwm, Oeddwpos *Avrwviov €5 mpdrrew.
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